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Abstract 
Not all pedagogy is educative.  Indeed those who indoctrinate, either intentionally or 
unintentionally can be considered to be utilising pedagogies, as do those who instruct and 
train recruits in terrorist training camps.  It is argued in this paper that any pedagogy cannot 
have educative value in itself.  In order to be considered appropriate for schools and 
universities in Australia, pedagogies must be contextualised within clear understandings of 
educative criteria held by each professional educator.   
 
Richard Pring argues that “it is one of the absurdities of much research into the ‘effective 
school’” that the big picture issues which are part of an educational justification are totally 
ignored.  John Dewey used the term ‘educative teaching’ to differentiate it from other forms 
of teaching which were either non-educative or at worse mis-educative, in order to point to 
the big picture issues to which Pring refers.  This paper will argue that pedagogies, no matter 
how engaging they may appear to a casual and uncritical observation, must meet certain 
criteria if they are to be educative.  This paper will explore how both pre-service and in-
service teachers, and university lecturers, can be involved in educative pedagogy as distinct 
from other less valuable forms of pedagogy. 
 
 
Introduction 
 
In this paper I am arguing that the celebratory climate witnessed in response to the variety of 
current pedagogies as especially found in government and university documentations is 
seriously misguided.   I contend that these various pedagogies can be recognised to be bereft 
of having any particular educative value.  To illustrate this I shall use as a litmus test a rather 
extreme hypothetical in order to highlight whether there is any inherent educative value in 
some recent pedagogical approaches.  This hypothetical simply involves considering whether 
these pedagogies recommended for Australian schools, have equal value in terrorist training 
camps or institutions of indoctrination.   
 
While terrorist groups are commonly understood to cultivate indoctrinatory, fundamentalist 
and unethical outlooks, they are nevertheless involved in practicing certain forms of 
pedagogy.  No doubt the instructors who specialize in, say for example, bomb making or 
assassination, can be considered to be reflective practitioners and be developing pedagogical 
content knowledge in order to increase the effectiveness of their training programs.  They too 
could actually fulfil the core moral purpose of education of Victoria’s Department of 
Education and Training (DE&T, 2006, p. 3) which define this to be simply “the improvement 
of learning outcomes for all students.” 
 
 
Pedagogy based on ‘scientific evidence’ and essential learnings 
In the document titled the Victorian Essential Learning Standards, the Victorian Curriculum 
and Assessment Authority (VCAA) make the claim that they are offering a new approach to 
organising the curriculum using ‘rigorous standards’, ‘best programs’ and ‘evidence based 
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research’ on how people learn.  From an educators perspective there is nothing ‘new’ 
regarding any of its material and its implications for teaching and learning other than greater 
direct involvement by government.  There is only one non-departmental reference in this 
entire document – Bransford et al. (1999) How People Learn which is a report by the 
Committee on Developments in the Science of Learning which was sponsored by the Office 
of Educational Research and Improvement of the U.S. Department of Education.   
Despite the title of this report – How People Learn – there is no attempt to define what is 
meant by human persons, but in the tradition of the behavioural and cognitive sciences 
persons are reduced simply to information processors.  There are many references to 
experiments with animals going back to the work of Edward Thorndike in the early 1900s.  
Such references are included under the rationale that these provide “important collateral 
information” (Bransford et al., 1999, p. 5).  Despite this research going back almost 100 
years, the authors claim that research in the last 3 decades has produced new conceptions of 
learning.  Unfortunately this does not appear to be the case.  Under the heading ‘Learning: 
from speculation to science’, the report attempts to employ the ‘rigours of science’ to the 
human phenomenon of learning, but in doing so, lacks the intellectual honesty to 
acknowledge to its readers the unquestioned adoption of uncritical interpretations of their own 
data, which they assert to be ‘evidence’. 
Due to their psychological and positivistic frameworks, the authors of this report, How People 
Learn, are unable to engage with educative learning.  Instead they focus exclusively upon 
effective learning which they describe as consisting of basically memorization and application 
of memorized procedures.  While they might tend to refer to ‘deep’ learning and 
‘understanding’ in places, they primarily describe these in terms of memorization of 
information.  This is most evident in a later part of their report, in the section titled Strategies 
for Learning and Metacognition, where they discuss the importance of memory capacity and 
the value of strategies such as “rehearsal (repeating items over and over) which tends to 
increase rote recall… elaboration… which improves retention… and summarization… which 
increases retention and comprehension… Perhaps the most pervasive strategy used to 
improve memory performance is clustering… ‘chunking’… Known as the chunking effect, 
this memory strategy improves the performance of children”. (Bransford et al., 1999, pp. 83-
5) 
The VCAA make the claim in the forward to their overview document to the Essential 
Learning Standards, that “throughout the State, principals and curriculum leaders have 
embraced the new curriculum approach, and are enthusiastic about how the Standards will 
support the work they are already doing to meet the learning needs of all students” (VCAA, 
2005).  This self-congratulatory claim does not provide any opportunity for the standards 
themselves to be critiqued.  Such an evaluation of this government project is beyond the 
scope they provide for professional teachers who are required simply to ‘apply’ the 
department’s best practices.  
The notion of ‘essentials’ that are to be ‘learned’ is reflective of the ‘cultural literacy’ as 
espoused by Hirsch (1988) and endorsed by the conservative Dr William Bennett who was 
secretary of education during President Ronald Reagan’s second term.  While Hirsch quotes 
Dewey’s criticism of traditional schooling as being characterised by ‘the piling up of 
information’, Hirsch himself defends this notion of ‘piling up information’ by contending that 
it is “only by piling up specific, communally shared information can children learn to 
participate in complex cooperative activities with other members of their community” 
(Hirsch, 1988, p. xvii).  In an attempt to strengthen his position regarding the imposition of 
memorised essential information he refers to Plato as a great educational theorist and claims 
that he argued that the transmission of specific contents are the most important elements of 
education as this has great influence in determining “whether a person is to be good or bad” 
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(Hirsch, 1988, p. xviii).  So not only is there essential information to be memorized in order to 
have a common, almost homologous culture with each other, but this also determines whether 
one’s personhood ends up being ‘good’ or ‘bad’.  The level of goodness quite obviously 
corresponds to the degree a child conforms to the standards imposed by the ruling elite. 
Hirsch’s supporters do not apparently only reside in the conservative ‘right’ of politics.  The 
American philosopher Richard Rorty (1999, p. 118) makes the claim that “Hirsch is surely 
right in saying that we Americans no longer give our children a secondary education that 
enables them to function as citizens of a democracy”.  Primary and secondary schooling, 
according to Rorty, should not provide for the sort of education as found in tertiary 
institutions under the influence of the ‘left’.  Rather he claims that: 
Primary and secondary education will always be a matter of familiarizing the young 
with what their elders take to be true, whether it is true or not.  It is not, and never 
will be, the function of lower-level education to challenge the prevailing consensus 
about what is true.  Socialization has to come before individuation, and education for 
freedom cannot begin before some constraints have been imposed. [my emphasis] 
(Rorty, 1999, p. 118) 
If one were to adopt this approach of Rorty and Hirsch with regards to essential learning 
understood as only having cultural relevance and not having any relation to truth, then one 
would have to agree on the goodness (as per Hirsch’s interpretation of Plato) of the teachings 
which impressionable youth receive from the likes of Osama bin Laden and the Hamas 
community of elders who socialise them according to their image of the cultural norm.  If one 
feels uncomfortable about 12 year-old children choosing to be suicide bombers as a result of 
receiving these essential learnings, then one will need to be able to offer criteria to distinguish 
between the learning of essential information which is culturally specific and indoctrinatory 
to other sorts of learning which are educative.  Unfortunately Hirsch, Rorty and the VCAA 
have been unable to offer this.  Therefore we must conclude that the ‘best practices’ as are 
espoused by the government departments here in Australia are limited only to effective forms 
of pedagogies and are unfortunately equally applicable for institutions of indoctrination. 
 
Effective pedagogies rather than educative pedagogies 
 
Australia’s national government has been publishing their project called Quality Teaching, 
Education Queensland has produced Productive Pedagogies and the Victorian Department of 
Education and Training (DE&T) have published their Principles of Learning and Teaching.  
Many of these and similar new and engaging pedagogies draw upon other less scholarly 
concepts such as learning styles, multiple intelligences and thinking hats.  All of these 
programs have a focus on effective learning and teaching, never upon educative learning. 
 
For example, in Victoria the government has produced what they regard to be the Seven 
principles of highly effective professional learning which are outlined in their Professional 
Learning in Effective Schools (DE&T, 2005).  In addition to the principles of professional 
learning, this document also outlines three principles of the effective teacher.  On the website 
for their blueprint for state schooling it states, “WELCOME to the Blueprint Website.  The 
Blueprint provides the framework for an effective Victorian government school system – a 
system with effective teachers, effective leaders and effective schools” [my emphasis] (DE&T, 
2004a).  It would appear that there is an obsession with this notion of effectiveness. 
 
Victoria’s DE&T have not distinguished between educative and mis-educative pedagogies.  
Their focus has myopically only focused upon effective pedagogies.  For example with 
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regards to teaching in schools, the department lists purposeful teaching as one of its main 
principles.  It describes this as: 
 
Effective teachers know how students learn and build on the knowledge their students 
already have. Teachers have a strong grasp of the content of their discipline. They use 
teaching strategies matched to the learning styles and needs of their students to 
engage them with that content. Purposeful teachers contextualise their teaching 
practices. They centre their teaching on the experiences of their students, equipping 
them with knowledge and skills they can use in everyday life. 
Forming answers to the following questions may help to clarify how purposeful 
teaching looks in your school:  
• Are there shared views about effective teaching and learning among the teachers and 
leadership group?  
• To what extent do the teaching strategies and practices used in our school 
accommodate the variations in the learning needs and styles of our students?  
• To what extent are the teaching strategies used in our school influenced by 
contemporary pedagogical understanding and practice?  
(DE&T, 2004b) 
It would appear that this particular description of purposeful teaching could be equally 
applied to institutions of indoctrination.  While professional educators in academia are less 
pre-disposed to superficially accepting psychometric studies, they readily acknowledge the 
complexities and difficulties in coming to an understanding of how learners might actually 
learn.  However this government department portrays student learning as being quite 
unproblematic for school teachers to understand.  They demonstrate greater boldness in 
making the claim as to how human persons learn than those of us in universities who research 
this phenomenon.  It appears that all that is needed for teachers is to classify the students 
according to their ‘learning styles’.  Unfortunately this department does not appear to 
appreciate the problems associated with reifying psychological constructs like ‘learning 
styles’. 
Another example from Blake et al. (2000) is made with reference to the National Standards 
for Headteachers in the UK.  They estimate that the word ‘effective’ and its cognates appear 
45 times in the total 3,319 words.  While they conclude that “Effectiveness is rather the most 
nihilistic value ‘lording it under the holiest name’” (Blake et al., 2000, p. 14) for the context 
of headteachers who manage and lead, I argue that their critique is equally applicable to those 
who espouse effective forms of pedagogy for practitioners.  If we include pedagogues 
amongst the votaries of this form of effectiveness, the following remark by these same 
authors has profound implications for the profession.  They contend that “the votaries 
[include pedagogues] of the cult of effectiveness… are experts only in means (if, of course, 
they are even that at all).  Their ends and values are laid down for them.  They need no 
convincing of the need for change… They would no sooner take part in a dispute on the 
objectives of education than they would seriously question the latest taxonomy of 
management styles, or express reservations about Kolb’s Learning Cycle” (Blake et al., 2000, 
pp. 14-15). 
 
It is most unfortunate that Australian authorities are choosing to place so much confidence in 
psychometrics and positivistic studies in relation to learning because these completely fail to 
offer any engagement with identifying what particular sorts of teaching and learning are 
educative and what sorts are indoctrinatory.  For example Victoria’s Department of Education 
& Training, under the title Defining Learning, firstly refer to a psychologist, then to a 
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congruent description offered by Atkin who refers to the notion of ‘the mind’s eye’ (which 
has been seriously problematised in literature back in the 1970s), then to Senge’s ‘learning 
organisations’ and finally they conclude with: 
 
More recently, learning is coming to be understood as a set of cultural, social, and 
institutional processes that occur throughout an individual’s life… While each of 
these definitions still has a place in thinking about human learning, it is the last 
definition that most accurately reflects the theories of learning presented in this 
paper… Properly applied [apparently there is no opportunity to critique or challenge], 
it should enhance learning for all individuals as they negotiate their way through life 
in the ‘knowledge economy’. (DE&T, 2004c, pp. 5-6) 
 
Not just the knowledge economy (which is presented as a hegemonic given, beyond critique) 
of course but any organisation, including, I repeat, terrorist groups that also require their 
learners to acquire certain skills, behaviours, knowledge and attitudes.  The understanding of 
learning for this government department (and many like it) is limited entirely to effectiveness 
which is why their pedagogical strategies are equally applicable for environments which train 
recruits for fundamentalist world views and terrorist activities. 
 
‘Effectiveness’ is a concept that has emerged from economic rationalism, and in our present 
society characterised by Lyotard’s performativity, we witness its arrival to the fields of 
education and schooling.  The problem with this is that the justification for effectiveness can 
only be provided in terms of the framework of economic rationalism in a self-referencing 
manner.  ‘Effectiveness’ can have no justification – especially an educative one – beyond this 
limited framework.  Government publications give attention to techniques of effective 
learning, teaching, management, leadership and delivery of the curriculum, and have been 
unable to provide a justification as to why such technical and instrumental approaches should 
be regarded as being worthwhile for schooling.  The current materials for schools and 
teachers quite unproblematically adopt rational-economic terminologies such as efficiency and 
effectiveness without giving any due attention to their educative implications. 
 
This obsession with performance enables governments to avoid engaging with the end 
purposes or ‘ends’ of schooling – the ‘big picture’ so to speak.  This was Neil Postman’s main 
concern in his book The End of Education.  In this work he begins by identifying two 
challenges that schools face – an engineering one of how learners learn and a metaphysical 
one.  He argued that: 
 
It is important to keep in mind that the engineering of learning is very often puffed 
up, assigned an importance it does not deserve… there is no one who can say that this 
or that is the best way to know things, to feel things, to see things, to remember 
things, to apply things, to connect things and that no other will do as well.  In fact, to 
make such a claim is to trivialize learning, to reduce it to a mechanical skill. 
(Postman, 1995, p. 3) 
 
As effective pedagogies are being reduced to mechanical skills, it would appear that learning 
itself is becoming trivialised.  There are no references to educative learning, only to the 
effective and efficient manner by which students conform to, and demonstrate learning 
outcomes.  There is no deliberation offered as to how such outcomes might be regarded to 
have educative value.  In light of this absence Postman (1995, p. 4) argues that “there is no 
surer way to bring an end to schooling than for it to have no end.”   
 
What we witness of course is an obsession with pedagogy as a means with rarely any 
attention given to ends.  This obsession for making performance as effective as possible has 
marginalised opportunity to engage with the big picture issues of schooling – what its 
purposes or ‘ends’ should be.  Consequently discussions around pedagogy suffer from this 
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constraint and only address effective means of teaching and learning, never about the ends of 
pedagogies such as what we are educating for?  This echoes one of John Holt’s challenges as 
outlined in his book The Underachieving School, which he states as follows: 
 
Under education, one might expect to find talk about crowded classrooms , shortages 
of teachers, outmoded buildings, antiquated forms of fiscal support, the full academic 
year, the impact of educational technology, etc.  I have left these subjects out, 
because to me they are problems of educational institutions, not education.  They are 
means, not ends.  The problem before us is not how shall schools do their job, but 
what is their job, what has education to do with the great issues and problems of our 
times?” (Holt, 1970, p. 95)  
 
 
To deliberate about the ends of education is to engage with the bigger issues such as 
enhancing the quality of life for both individuals and for society.  However Richard Pring 
(2004a, p. 15) argues that “it is one of the absurdities of much research into the ‘effective 
school’” that the big picture issues which are part of an educational justification are totally 
ignored.  Pring’s identification that an educational justification requires an engagement with 
the big picture issues has not been taken up by policy makers who focus entirely on effective 
teaching and learning.  Blake et al. (2000) describe this to be a form of nihilism.  However, 
according to Alasdair MacIntyre, it is something much more sinister.  He argues: 
 
there are strong grounds for rejecting the claim that effectiveness is a morally neutral 
value.  For the whole concept of effectiveness is, as I noticed earlier, inseparable from 
a mode of human existence in which the contrivance of means is in central part the 
manipulation of human beings into compliant patterns of behaviour; and it is by 
appeal to his own effectiveness in this respect that the manager claims authority 
within the manipulative mode. (MacIntyre, 1984, p. 74) 
 
To emphasise the effectiveness of learning and teaching – as is the case for government 
schools and teachers in Victoria and other Australian States – the implicit requirement is for 
people to become compliant rather than to become educated. 
 
At this point if we were to apply the litmus test as mentioned earlier and ask if the pedagogies 
which we find so often in government literature and which only address the effectiveness of 
learning and teaching were to be applied in institutions of indoctrination and terrorist training, 
would they have equal value?  Quite obviously they would have equal value if we take 
MacIntyre’s point and recognise that the pedagogues in such environments simply require 
‘compliant patterns of behaviour’.   
 
This was one of the main concerns expressed by Paulo Freire in his famous work Pedagogy of 
the Oppressed.  Here he argued that “oppression is domesticating” demonstrated by the 
“conformity” that is required by the learners to the prescribed outcomes of the authorities 
(Freire, 1970/2000, pp. 47 & 51).  He also argues that “the oppressors are using science and 
technology”  where learners are treated “as objects, as ‘things,’[who] have no purposes except 
those their oppressors prescribe for them” (Freire, 1970/2000, p. 60).  In this work Freire 
clearly demonstrates that any pedagogy cannot be ideological neutral.  This accords well with 
MacIntyre’s above assertion regarding manipulation.  In order to therefore provide 
pedagogies which are not manipulative or ideologically oppressive, they cannot be based 
upon models of ‘science’ or effectiveness, but in order to be more ‘humanizing’ they must, 
according to Freire, clearly engage with the existential purposes of the learners themselves.  
That is, the learners’ understandings of who they are and what meanings and purposes they 
have for their own lives must be involved. 
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Educating persons and their purposes 
 
To focus upon the educative development of persons is not unique to Freire or other social 
critics.  For example Dewey recognised that the two traits of efficiency and thinking needed 
to be balanced together.  While he accepted that “there is a technique of teaching” he argued 
that “over and above that is the need for the sense of the purpose and meaning of it that results 
in sympathy with a development of the life of the children” (Dewey, 1990, p. 81).  Indeed it 
would appear that intrinsic to education itself is an understanding of what it is to be a human 
person (Blake et al., 1998, p. 75).  This essential characteristic of education (rather than 
schooling, teaching or learning) is recognised by Pring (2004b, p. 25) who argues “I wish to 
make the claim that what makes sense of the curriculum in educational terms is that it is the 
forum or the vehicle through which young people are enabled to explore seriously (in the light 
of evidence and argument) what it is to be human.”  If a situation is to be considered 
educative, respect must be extended to learners because of their personhood and not because 
of their intelligence, ability to unreservedly memorise, breeding or willingness to be 
compliant to the demands of the teacher.  Education here is contrasted with indoctrination, 
which, according to Atkinson (1965, p. 172) exploits the person as a means only, having 
conviction as its primary aim.  Well might many of the pedagogies currently practiced in 
schools and universities be accused of indoctrination as they seek primarily to convict 
learners that they must believe and be convicted by the official curriculum. 
 
Governments will even pay superficial recognition to the importance that personhood might 
have for education, but will rarely demonstrate serious consideration for the implications and 
may on occasion seek to usurp the notion of personhood altogether.  For example in the early 
stages of the development of Education Queensland’s 2010 project, the department claimed 
they were considering basing their project on the 4 pillars of education as outlined in the 
Delors report to UNESCO titled Learning: The Treasure Within (1998).  The fourth pillar of 
education in this report is titled ‘learning to be’ and is introduced with the following 
description: 
 
At its very first meeting, the Commission firmly restated the fundamental principle 
that education must contribute to the all-round development of each individual – 
mind and body, intelligence, sensitivity, aesthetic sense, personal responsibility and 
spiritual values.  All human beings must be enabled to develop independent, critical 
thinking and form their own judgement, in order to determine for themselves what 
they believe they should do in the different circumstances of life. (Delors, 1998, p. 
94) 
 
However Education Queensland described this same pillar as: 
 
the development of individual personalities to be creative, independent and 
responsible, with opportunities for aesthetic, artistic, scientific, cultural and social 
discovery.  These skills are a building block for economic progress. (Education 
Queensland, 1999, p. 22) 
 
The description offered by this government department reduces the notion of persons down to 
the psychological construct of ‘personalities’ and makes the claim that the value of these 
various attributes is to be realised simply as instrumental skills and their contribution to 
economics.  This is quite at odds with the original Delors report which specifically opposes 
such a manipulation by stating: 
 
A broad, encompassing view of learning should aim to enable each individual to 
discover, unearth and enrich his or her creative potential, to reveal the treasure within 
each of us.  This means going beyond an instrumental view of education, as a process 
one submits to in order to achieve specific aims (in terms of skills, capacities or 
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economic potential), to one that emphasizes the development of the complete person, 
in short, learning to be.  (Delors, 1998, p. 86) 
 
Quite clearly this Queensland government department is guilty of transgressing this principle 
that is so clearly stated in this report to UNESCO and has aimed to manipulate this pillar into 
something quite utilitarian that it can control.  Education Queensland failed to correctly 
inform the readers of their report the original intent behind these four pillars. 
 
Queensland State education is not alone in creating this imbalance between the pursuit of 
economic goals and the educative development of persons.  Rumberger (1998, p. 7) states that 
“economic goals have dominated discussion and policy initiatives both in the US and in 
virtually all advanced industrial countries”.  Consequently greater attention is now being 
given to the notion of human capital rather than personhood.  While the focus on personhood 
is being argued here to have greater significance for education, it does not necessarily mean 
that this is opposed to participation in economic growth. 
  
Personhood has not just been manipulated or neglected by current forms of pedagogies 
recommended as best practices, but has also been absent from the traditional forms of 
pedagogy which privileged ontology and epistemology and to which Freire was so opposed.  
He argued: 
 
Implicit in the banking concept is the assumption of a dichotomy between human 
beings and the world: a person is merely in the world, not with the world or with 
others; the individual is spectator, not re-creator.  In this view, the person is not a 
conscious being … he or she is rather the possessor of a consciousness: an empty 
“mind” passively open to the reception of deposits of reality from the world outside. 
(Freire, 1970/2000, p. 75) 
 
As an alternative to the pedagogies which oppress, Freire argued that what is needed are 
humanizing pedagogies which do not lend themselves to instrumental manipulation but rather 
meet learners in their current existential condition – having a concern and purpose for giving 
significance to their own existence.  He consequently promoted pedagogies with a dialogical 
nature because such approaches are ethically responsible as they engaged with the 
personhood of the learners themselves.  But this has not been taken up by the more recent 
forms of pedagogy. 
 
The educator (rather than the oppressive pedagogue) should, according to Freire, be a 
problem-poser.  This is not to be understood simply as a form of Problem Based Learning but 
the problems which Freire identified are those existential challenges that are experienced by 
the learners as they endeavour to give sense and meaning to their relations with others.  This 
is in contrast to the teachers who conform to the managerial imagination by seeking to 
conform to the established standards which represent ‘the system’.  In a similar vein to Freire 
and Postman, Ivan Illich has made the call to de-school our societies because he argued that 
schools are very bad places in which to offer an education.  He too opposed pedagogies which 
reflect the managerial obsession of maintaining the status quo through focussing on the 
efficiency of means and contrasted such an approach with education by stating that “The skill 
instructor relies on the arrangement of set circumstances which permit the learner to develop 
standard responses.  The educational guide or master is concerned with helping matching 
partners to meet so that learning can take place.  He matches individuals starting from their 
own, unresolved questions” (Illich, 1971, p. 25).  Illich claims that traditional pedagogies, as 
found in schools, have an “anti-educational effect on society”.  This is partly because those 
employed in such institutions are unable to distinguish between teaching merely for the 
acquisition of skills and teaching for education.  The consequence of such approaches which 
only focus on outcomes in schools, “usually means that he [the pedagogue] persuades the 
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pupil to submit to a domestication of his vision of truth and his sense of what is right” (Illich, 
1971, p. 37). 
 
People are clearly complex social beings and so any account of how they learn and how they 
should be taught and educated must take account of their holistic nature.  In his book 
Education and Democracy (1985), Dewey made a distinction between training and educative 
teaching.   While he did qualify that the distinction between these two is not a ‘sharp one’ he 
did describe training as mainly focussing on changing outward actions, compared with 
educative teaching which aimed to change the internal mental and emotional dispositions of 
learners.  Dewey did not reduce learners down to raw, malleable materials to be shaped and 
trained for the purposes of society, or as receptacles for depositing knowledge.  Rather he 
consistently described persons as being predominantly moved by beliefs and purposes. 
 
Human persons are beings who fundamentally believe rather than know.  ‘Knowledge’ has a 
more objective nature which sets it apart from the subjectivity of individual persons who give 
meaning and significance to themselves and their place in the world through what they 
believe.  However what is not being claimed here is that any beliefs that persons hold are 
equally valuable.  I am not arguing that beliefs in the form of any mere opinion based on 
whim and fancy be considered as necessarily having value, especially in an educative context.  
What I do wish to draw attention to is that from the learners’ perspective, they live their lives 
according to what they believe to be true, irrespective if knowledge is presented to them 
which contradicts their beliefs.  There is a whole wealth of empirical evidence to support this, 
especially through the literature on ‘children’s science’.  Therefore we must appreciate that 
persons are primarily moved by their beliefs rather than the knowledge that we as teachers 
think that we are able to demonstrate to them. 
 
It is most important to note here then, that the personal quality of believing gives it greater 
significance for learning than knowledge.  Beliefs form the ‘horizon of significance’, which 
according to Taylor (1991) provide the background or basis from which persons make 
meanings from experiences.  Knowledge cannot simply be absorbed from the environment 
(such as from listening or reading) but must be made by each individual.  Michael Polanyi 
(1962) claimed that there is always an intellection passion and personal involvement in 
coming to know through his notion of personal knowledge which represents our tacit 
understandings. 
 
Similarly Dewey argued for personal involvement in learning, and referred to this meaning-
making by each individual as something unique.  He described this personal involvement by 
each person as direct or first-hand experience, and argued that “Experience is the liberating 
power” (Dewey, 1988, p. 133) and contrasted this with indirect or second-hand experience, 
i.e. coded and systematised information, which involves learners simply being told the 
conclusions or the meanings given to certain events by others who have already accomplished 
the discovery. 
 
 
Educative teaching as changing people 
 
If people are affected by their experiences, or more correctly, by the meanings they give to 
their experiences, then teaching, through pedagogies, can indeed make people different.  The 
transformations that can occur in people can be considered variously, with only some of these 
able to be recognised as changes for the better.  It is necessary that the difference to be 
developed in persons be some form of worthwhile change if the teaching is to be educative.  
This should be self-evident and has been identified by R. S. Peters (1966, p. 25) who argued 
that “it would be a contradiction to say that a man had been educated but that he had in no 
way changed for the better”.  Non-educative, or mis-educative teaching does not contribute to 
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valuable changes in persons, but may only contribute to their ability to know or do something, 
such as characterised by indoctrination.   
 
Such worthwhile transformation of learners as persons to a way of life that is better is not 
confined to the ‘progressive’ or ‘analytical’ approaches to education, for which Dewey and 
Peters are often associated.  Aristotle too indicated that in order to serve the chief good of 
society, individuals needed to demonstrate both intellectual and moral excellence in addition 
to excellence in their profession.  That is, persons were not only to do deeds considered 
excellent and to demonstrate intellectual understanding, but also they were to be good. 
 
Aronowitz and Giroux (1993) attack technical (efficient) and instrumental approaches to 
education and instead argue that as teachers, we should become ‘transformative intellectuals’ 
in order to emancipate learners.  I would rephrase this to make the case more specifically that 
in order to become transformative intellectuals, prospective teachers should be enabled to 
enter into meaningful and educative engagements through personally significant dialogue 
with their learners.  Aronowitz and Giroux argue that in order to become a project of 
liberation, educative teaching must not be preoccupied with behaviour and administrative 
problems or application of techniques, but should engage with serious questions such as 
students examining themselves and being able to interrogate both the means and ends of 
policies and practices.  Their objection to teaching programs that promote only declarative 
and procedural knowledge (knowing ‘what’ and knowing ‘how’) is also supported by R. S. 
Peters (1966, p. 30) who argued that an educative process should also entail learners having a 
knowledge of ‘why’, that is, being able to give an account of the reasons involved in a more 
holistic understanding.  Freire (1970/2000, pp. 85-6) likewise acknowledged this by 
explaining that the opposite to this access to seeking a ‘why’ could not be permitted by 
oppressors and concluded that the barring of learners from inquiry as to a ‘why?’ “is one of 
violence.”  
 
As indicted by Aronowitz and Giroux, educative teaching needs to include an engagement 
with serious questions.  These include questions over what is to count as the knowledge most 
worth having and what is to be the purposes of teaching, schooling and educating, and 
therefore they require a philosophic engagement.  Indeed if teaching is to be educative it must 
necessarily be philosophic.  This accords well with Dewey (1985, p. 338) who argued that “if 
we are willing to conceive education as the process of forming fundamental dispositions, 
intellectual and emotional, toward nature and fellow-men, philosophy may even be defined as 
the general theory of education” [my emphasis]. 
 
Educative teaching can be characterised then by a somewhat philosophical approach into 
what is to count as most valuable and worthwhile.  Indeed it was through the ‘foundation’ of 
philosophy that Connell et al. (1967, p. 140) presented the question ‘what is education?’ 
While is it refuted here that education has a philosophical ‘foundation’ as such, I nevertheless 
argue that such a philosophical approach is required in order to examine the beliefs which lie 
at the basis of certain practices and upon which values are decided as being appropriate or 
otherwise.  Educative teaching must necessarily involve the life (and one’s meaning of life) of 
the person who is learning to be an educator. 
 
Educative teaching is to work from the social to the individual and is to promote social 
morality – clearly a public good.  Dewey concluded that the fundamental issue was not a 
dichotomy of new versus old, or progressive versus traditional education.  Rather he 
contended that the most important issue was to “devote ourselves to finding out just what 
education is and what conditions have to be satisfied in order that education may be a reality 
and not a name or slogan” (Dewey, 1997, p. 91).  Central to this was his notion of intellectual 
thoroughness, which enabled individuals to believe well which is necessary in order to 
conduct themselves well.  The implications for teachers, is to be clear as to their personal 
purposes of education. 
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Educators as Professionals 
 
A major claim being made here is that teaching, in order for it to be educative, cannot simply 
be the application of an approved array of effective pedagogies authorised as best practices.  
Teaching is not a value-neutral technicism but involves decisions to be made by the teacher.  
The nature of this decision-making requires attention to be given to the end or the purpose of 
the experiences being offered to the learners and within this context to decide what is best for 
them.  These decisions therefore include judgements of evaluation, that is, what actions are 
deemed to offer most value for the learners as persons, at a particular time.  It is these sorts of 
judgments and decisions which make teaching a profession. 
 
This aspect of professionalism is considered intrinsic to the role of the educator.  Connell et 
al. (1967, p. 137) argue that “many basic questions in education require, for an answer, not 
only facts but also judgements of an evaluative kind”.  These authors claim that such 
judgments necessarily require some understanding of theory.  Yet Symes and Preston (1997, 
p. 6) report that there is a tendency amongst many teachers to renounce theorizing about 
education.  The question which emerges then is if teachers generally do not value theory (and 
by implication research too) informing their decision making, what do they assume is the 
nature of these decisions?  Are they merely to allocate resources or apply departmental 
requirements in the most effective way possible, in order to comply with their employment 
conditions without choosing to ask why or what for? 
 
Teachers cannot be innocent of having an underlying philosophy which informs their 
decisions even if they express they are not ‘into theory’ and any who might claim to be 
innocent are simply naïve.  Freire would not tolerate any claim to neutrality by teachers as he 
argued very strongly that pedagogies are driven ideologically.  However anti-theoretical 
attitudes found amongst some teachers are actually fostered by governments who do not treat 
teachers as if they were professionals responsible for making professional judgements, and 
instead require teachers, as an arm of the state, to simply administer the essential state-
sanctioned curriculum via the guise of efficiency of best practices.  Indeed Blake et al. (1998, 
pp. 3, 8) make the claim that both managerialism and anti-theoreticism are ideologically 
interlinked. 
 
It is argued here that in order for teachers to be educators they must be professionals, not 
technicians.  Professionalism for educators is here understood as having the responsibility to 
exercise judgments which require an in-depth understanding of the ends or purposes of 
education and an intimate understanding of the persons they are teaching.  These 
understandings can be represented through responses to Pring’s (1976, pp. 5-6), two questions 
‘what does it mean to educate these pupils?’ and ‘what does it mean to educate these pupils?’  
The nature of these understandings is such that they are never complete and ‘known’ for 
certain but rather are dynamic and always being renewed, or to use Dewey’s terminology, 
‘reconstructed’. 
 
Professionalism is differentiated from a vocation or a trade, according to David Carr, by its 
relation to theoretical and principled inquiry as evidenced by principled reflection and 
deliberation regarding judgements, especially where these judgements are of a moral nature.  
He claims that professionalism is at heart a moral practice which seriously engages with 
‘ultimate human flourishing’.  He argues that: 
 
while it could be enough that the mechanic simply carries out the correct procedures 
according to the practical manual, or in accordance with the instructions of others, it 
might seem more reasonable to require from teachers a principled account of how 
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they are doing, and also of why they are doing it.  In short, teachers might be expected 
to have real ownership over the theoretical or other principles of their practice of a 
kind that we would not necessarily require of car-mechanics or other tradespeople. 
(Carr, 2003, p. 53) 
 
The case here for describing teaching as a profession is not to be seen in any way as an 
attempt to disparage trades or vocations.  Rather, by understanding teaching as a profession it 
highlights why it cannot simply be the administration of pedagogies as the means of making 
learning more effective because it must be able to give a principled account as to the purpose 
of each judgement that is made in order to educate persons.  While Carr appreciates that some 
might object to granting teaching the status of a profession because superficially education 
would appear not to be as ‘prestigious’ as either law or medicine for example, he nevertheless 
maintains the importance of assigning this status to teachers because their deliberation and 
judgements make them accountable to parents, employers and politicians and they also “are 
clearly enmeshed in issues of basic human rights, and in difficult moral choices about 
education and development” (Carr, 2003, pp. 63, 66).   
 
Educative teaching is clearly embedded in judgements of a moral kind because, as Pring 
(2004b) argues, teachers determine what is worthwhile and valuable for their learners as 
persons, in order to allow them in turn to give their own lives greater significance.  He refers 
to the ‘moral seriousness’ that should be experienced if indeed teaching is to be educative.  A 
view of the ends of education, that is having an articulate and clearly justified philosophy of 
education, forms the horizon for teachers from which they make their decisions.  The 
uncritical application of departmental best practices cannot therefore be necessarily 
educational. 
 
In addition to having a professional philosophical perspective which addresses the big picture 
issues of the nature of education and the educated person, what schools are for and what are 
worthwhile forms of living, teachers need to understand their role as one of primarily 
engaging with other human persons rather than as delivering an impersonal curriculum. This 
is in principle a learner-centred approach but not one which is polarised with subject 
centeredness, as it is also recognised by Pring (2004b).  However the emphasis upon 
humanising pedagogies, to use Freire’s terminology, is to recognise that education primarily 
is the development and improvement of personhood.  That is why pedagogies which have 
educative ends have no place in situations like al Qaeda training camps. 
 
The contrast with pedagogies which are seen to be simply the application of effective and 
instrumental means to cause learning, with educative pedagogies which focus upon the end 
purposes of education, helps us to understand the role of teaching as one of education.  To 
centre persons and to have a concern for their education means, according to Richard Rorty, 
addressing their freedom and moral responsibility.  It requires teachers to avoid relying upon 
psychological constructs such as ‘consciousness’ and ‘mind’ which lend themselves to a 
banking model of depositing knowledge by systematic and overly rational means.  He argues 
that “Once consciousness and reason are separated out in this way, then personhood can be 
seen for what I claim it is – a matter of decision rather than knowledge, an acceptance of 
another being into fellowship rather than a recognition of common essence.” (Rorty, 1979, p. 
38)  Such a perspective is similar to Parker Palmer’s (1999, p. 27) view that “Good teaching 
isn’t about technique” but rather involves “connective capacity” between teachers and 
learners.  It is to see these connections between teachers and students in terms of Martin 
Buber’s I-Thou relations. 
 
In conclusion, because all pedagogies are not necessarily educative, the case has been made in 
this paper that we need to pursue particular criteria to helps us identify how educative value 
can be recognised.  With the adoption of a Deweyan spirit of learner-centredness, it has been 
argued that these educative criteria are moral in nature as they primarily address the 
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‘betterment’ of personhood.  An educational end-in-view is the necessary background horizon 
from which professional educators make the judgments to decide which particular 
pedagogical approaches they personally deem to be worthwhile for specific learners.  This 
aspect of teaching is not present in environments of mis-education such as terrorist training 
camps and institutions of indoctrination.  It is however a requirement of pedagogues if they 
are to be professional educators. 
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